
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



372 YALE LA W JO URNAL. 

Ferries — Establishment by a Combination of Persons for Their Own 
Benefit— Tanner v. Warren, 56 S. W. 167 Ky. 1. — A number of persons com- 
bined and bought a boat for the convenience of themselves and their families 
in crossing a stream within the prohibited distance of an exclusive ferry priv- 
ilege. Held, that there was a violation of the privilege, and an injunction 
would lie. Du Rella, J., dissenting. 

It is difficult to see just where the courts draw the line as to what will 
constitute an infringement of a ferry privilege. The cases show that it 
is no infringement for a person to transport his own property in his own 
boat. Alexandria, etc., Ferry Co. v. IVisch, 73 Mo. 655; Trent v. Car- 
tersville Bridge Co., 11 Leigh (Va.) 521. One case, at least, hold that 
this right may be even extended to the transporting of employees, guests and 
friends. Hunter v. Moore, 44 Ark. 184. In the case stated the combination for 
the express purpose of avoiding the ferriage was undoubtedly the ground upon 
which the decision was based. 

Fire Insurance — Contract— Policy— Delivery— Proof of Loss— Waiver 
— Hicks v. British America Assur. Co., 56 N. E. 743 (N. Y.). — A plaintiff 's 
assignor had a conversation with defendant's local agent, and made a contract 
of present insurance for $2,500 upon his property. Two days later said prop- 
erty was destroyed by fire, and before the standard policy was received. 
When notified of the loss, defendant's agent denied that a verbal contract was 
made, but the agreement was conclusively proved in court. Plaintiff suing on 
breach of contract, defendant holds that the verbal contract embraced the 
conditions of the standard policy of fire insurance, which states that a proof 
of loss must be shown within sixty days after the fire. Plaintiff admits that 
he neglected to do this, but claims that the suit being for breach of contract, 
such proof of loss is immaterial. Held, the failure of defendant's agent to issue 
a standard policy and his denial of the contract was not a waiver of defend- 
ant's' right to the provisions of the policy requiring a proof of loss. Landon, 
Werner and Haight, J. J., dissenting. 

In the cases of Angellw. Insurance Co., 59 N. Y. 171, and Ellis v. In- 
surance Co., 50 (N. Y.) 402, it was held that an agent had authority to make a 
verbal contract of insurance and that "recovery of the amount to be insured is 
proper, as damages for the breach of such contract." The court overrules these 
decisions on the ground that they were made before the Legislature had pre- 
scribed a standard policy of fire insurance in the State. 

Judge Werner, in his dissenting opinion, contends that since the agent 
denied the verbal contract, plaintiff could regard it as rescinded and sue for 
breach. Stokes v. Mackay, 41 N. E. 496. 

Growing Crops— Attaching Creditors — Case on Shares — Curtner v. 
Syndow. 60 Pac. Rep. (Cal.) 462— Where rent for leased land was to be paid 
in a proportion of the crops, and the lessor assigned his interest in the growing 
crops to a third person. Held, as to the assignor's attaching creditors, the 
growing crops were personal property and title passed to assignee. 

Much conflict of authority exists respecting the question of growing crops. 
Tiedeman Real Prop. § 201 holds the lessor in a cropping contract has no 
vested interest in the crop, as such; his title vesting only after apportionment 
and delivery, to the same effect. Aiken v. Smith, 21 Vt. 181; Pickens v. Webs- 
ter, 31 La. Ann. 870, holds the uncut crops under such an agreement subject to 
the lessee's creditors; also does Howard Co. v. Kyte, 28 N. W. Rep. (la.) 609, 
and Long v. Leavers, 103 Pa. St. 517. In support of the present case see Pope 
v. Hurtle, 14 Cal. 403. 

Habeas Corpus— Extradition — Treaty Stipulations — Cohn v. Jones, 100. 
Fed. Rep. 639. — Plaintiff was extradited from Canada upon an information 
charging arson for the burning of a house, further described as in the occupa- 



